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Jaly 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S W.

‘Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairmnan Powell,

T'am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid calling card
services.

Minorities, low-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and military
families rely vpon calling card services for a variety of needs, Many of these consumers do not
have a credit history, bank accounts, or the meaiis to pay a large deposit for local telephone
service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option they have to stay connected
= to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordablc housing, make & doctor’s appointmient, or
stay in touch with family and friends. These cards offer convenience and predictable cost, as
there are no hidden fees or charges. In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally
risk being disconnected if the prices of these cards increase, Prepaid calling cards are
indispensable 1o consumer groups because they are an affordable alteynative to regular and
wirelegs telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts now “in-state™ access charges
and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local telephone
companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can least afford to
bear it, :

Adding access charges to be paid to local telephone companies will substantially increase the per
minute charges on pre-paid calls, jeopardizing the benefits Latino and other communities gain
from these services. Please stop any effort to raise rates on American consumers and decide that
these services are not subject to the exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

15510ner Michae! Copps
Commissioner Kathlecen Abernathy
Commiseioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Sepator £a

Senator 7 denﬂufn
Congressperson



— o To zUUT 197 ZY FAX [do15-/028

July 7, 2004

. Chairman Michael Powell
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Dear Chairman Powell;

Latino and other minority comgnunities rely wpon low-cost telecommumications services to
accomplish many every day tasks, from looking for a job or affordable housing to staying in
touch with family and ftiends. But pending before the FCC is a proposal that would introduce
new charpes and fees upon services upon which we depend, immediately harming millions of
Latinos and other consumers nationwide. ‘

I understand that the FCC is cansidesing applying “in-state” access charges and other fees on
certain prepaid calling card services. Many Latinos, particularly those on fixed incomes or these

- establishing a credit history, bank accounts and other means necessary to subscribe to local
telephone service, rely upon these prepaid calling cards to stay connected at set affordable rates.
Students, immigrants, seniar citizons, and others face similar challenges.

As a result, prepaid calling cards are the only option available — without them, many consumers
could, quite literally, be left without access to telephone service, Raising the price of prepaid
calling cards will directly harm individuals who can lcast afford price increases.

Imposing in-state charges would amount to a substantial increase in the cost of prepaid calls,
destroying the urility of calling cards to disadvantaged consumers. Allowing the large, local
telephone companies to collect such charges, even when they do not sell the calling card to a
customer, would drive up prices; thus making these services substantially less affordable. Please

look out for consumers and refuse to impose new access charges and fees on prepaid calling card
services. . '

Sincerely,

é’%é%é L %002&5'

~ces: Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adclstein . »
Senator S

Senator s N
Congressperson ~1



07132004 13:24 FAX iAolsro2s

Juty 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell -

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

‘The FCC should not impose new access charges and feeg upon prepaid calling cards. ¥you
move 10 increase the ¢ost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in fouch in their commumities.

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Jndeed, half of the households with incomes
below $20,000 bave vsed prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are s0 prevalent in part because
they save conswmers money. :

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well, In particular, many low-income
households who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service because they cannoct
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone, With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors. We can use these cards to stay “connected” as we look for
jobs, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have,

L simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the largest beneficiaries of such

- charges. The FCC should stand np for consumer interests over corporate gain by kecpmg
aﬂurdable prepaid calling cards a priority.

42 Qi TR

Commissioner Michael Copps
Commuissioner Kathleen Abemnathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein

Senator bectzhne s

Senator @I" .y
Conpressperson a
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Taly 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission -
445 12th Street, S.W,

‘Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. Ifyou
move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communitics.

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Indeed, half of the households with incomes
below $20,000 kave used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in part because
they save consumers money. .

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should

not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well. In particular, many low-income
households who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service because they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that local phonc companies irisist upon before
getting 8 phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors. We can use these cards to stay “connected” as we look for

Jjobs, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have.

I simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the largest beneficiaries of such
charges. The FCC should stand up for consumer interests over corporate gain by keeping
afTordable prepaid calling cards a priority.

Sincerely,

MW@W

ces Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstem
Senator | o/ ,,WY.NL
Senator h [ ¢
Cong;rcsspcrsou
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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michaegl Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW,

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should pot impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. Ifyou
move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities.

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Indeed, balf of the houscholds with incomes
below $20,000 have used prepaid cards, Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in part because
they save consumers maney

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should

not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well, In particular, many low-income
households who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service because they cannot
mweet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist ypon befaro
getting a phone. 'With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors. We can use thess cards to stay “connected” as we look for

Jobs, hunt for houses, or schedule maay of the ather daily appointments that we all have.

1 simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would itmpose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the largest beneficiaries of such
charges. The FCC should stand up for consumer interests over corporate gaip by keeping
affordable prepaid calling cards a priority,

Sincerely,

LS (2]

cocs:  Commissioner Michacl Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin

Commissioner Jonathpn Adelstein
Senator -
Senator v M , ({

Congressperson &
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~ July 7, 2004

Chairman Michae! Powell

Federal Communications Commission -
445 12¢h Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should net impoge new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. fyou
move 1o increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touck in their communities.

The Latino comumunity is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino houscholds use them. Indeed, half of the housebolds with incomes
below $20,000 have used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in past becanse
they save consumers money. ‘

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well. In particular, many low-income
households who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service because they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirernents that local phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphanes or the telephones
of family members and neighbors. We can use these cards to stay “connected” as we look for
Jobs, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have.

1 simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the largest beneficiaries of such
charges. The FCC should stand up for consumer interests over carporste gain by keeping
affordable prepaid calling cards a priority. —

Sincere

ccs;:  Commissioner Michael Copps '
Comumnissioner Kathleen Abernathy

Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioper Jonathag Adels

Senator %‘-,__\ww P\
Senator (aA_L < !:m- e

Congressperson

»
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Tuly 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission -
445 12th Street, S,W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. Hyou
move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities.

‘The Latino community is particularly sensitjve to any price jucrease for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households use them, Indeed, half of the households with incomes
below $20,000 have used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in part becanse
they save conswmers money.

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs a5 well, In particular, many low-income
bouseholds who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service because they cannot
meet the eredit rating or hefly deposit requirements that Jocal phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors. We can uge these cards to stay “connected” as we look for
jobs, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointiments that we all have,

I simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation's largest telephone companies would be the largest beneficiaries of such
charges. The FCC should stand up for consmmer interests over corporate gain by keepu:g
affordable prepaid calling cards a priority.

Sincerely,

Eonge THAagpn | TA

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator ftehisem
Senator
Conpresspetson
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Fuly 7,2004

Chairman Michaet Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairrnan Powell,

1 am writing to ask that the FCC nat impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid calling card
Services.

Minorities, low-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and military
families rely vpon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these consumers do not
have a credit history, bank accounts, or the means to pay a large deposit for |ocal telephone

- service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option they have to stay connected
—to make phone calls to Jook for a job, for affordable housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or
stay in touch with family and friends. These cards offer convenience and predictable cost, as
there are no hidden fees or charges. In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally
risk being disconnected if the prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are
indispensable to consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and
wireless telephone services.

Baut such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access charges
and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would fimne! directly to large local teléphone
companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can least afford to
bear it.

Adding access charges to be paid to local telephone companies will substantially increase the per
minute charges on pre-paid calls, jeopardizing the benefits Latino and other communities gain
from these services. Please stop any effort to raise rates on American consumers aad decide that
these services are not subject to Fhe exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sinecerely,

- Mo lond
ccs:  Commissioner MichaeY Copps / ‘
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy

Commissioner Kevin Martin

Commissigner Jonathan Adelsteip, ﬂ ﬂ .
Seﬂatﬂf iléa—rtl ~

Senater Yok S oo o

Conpressperson
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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federa] Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S W.

‘Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. Ifyou
move to increase the cost of those cards you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals 1o stay in touch in their communities.

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Indeed, half of the households with incomes
below $20,000 have used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in part because
they save conswmers money.

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed aud low income consumers hostage, we shounld
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well. In patticular, many low-income
households who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service because they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of {family members and neighbors. We can use these cards to stay “connected” as we lock for
jobs, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have,

1 simply find it unimaginablc that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone cosupanies would be the largest beneficiaries of such
charges. The FCC should stand up for consumer interests over corporate gain by keeping
affordable prepaid calling cards a priorify.

Sincere

4"/' 2 “r

Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator CMyomrolss

Senator

Congressperson
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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 | 2th Street, S. W, -

‘Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should not impose new access charpes and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If you
move 1o increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged mdividuals to stay in touch in their corumunities.

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Indeed, half of the househelds with incomes
below $20,000 have used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in part because
they save consumers monay.

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well. In particular, many low-income
households who are on fixed incomes depend entirely npon prepeid service because they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies ingist upon before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors. We can use these cards to stay “connected” as we Jook for
jobs, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have.

T simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s fargest telephone companies would be the largest beneficiaries of such
charges. The FCC should stand up for consumer interests over corporate gain by keepmg
affordable prepaid calling cards a priority.

%M» — MEpT Floem

Acs:  Commissioner Mxohacl Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy
Commissioner Kovin Martin

Comunissioper Jonathan Adelstein
Senator Beb,

Senator RIAN AL

Congressperson
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Tuly 7, 2004

Chairmnan Michael Powell

Federal Commumnications Commissiop
445 12th Street, 3.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If you
move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their comrnunities. '

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Indeed, half of the households with incomes
below $20,000 have used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling Ca:ds are so prevalent in part becanse
they save consumers money.

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well. In particular, many low-income
houscholds who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service because they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that loca! phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone. With prepatd cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors. We can use thése cards to stay “connected” as we Jook for
jobs, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have.

1 simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the Jargest beneficiaries of such
charges. The FCC sbguld stand up for consumer interests aver corporate gain hy kecping
affordable prepaid galli

Sincerely,

ccs: Cao ssioner Michae) Copps -

Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein

Senator <3 T PNSELYS VN
S:E:mr iﬁl’l ﬂ; YV‘-*“"\
Congressperson

[hoo4-,028
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July 7, 2004 o

Chairman Michael Powe]l

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20354

RE: WC Docket No, 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell;

Military personne| stationed m the U.S. and all over the world rely heavily upon low-cost
telecommunications services to keep in touch with family and friends back home. But pending
before the FCC is a proposal that would introduce new charges and fees on these cards that we
depend upon to stay connected, immediately harming the tens of thousands of American service
men and woren stationed worldwide,

I understand that the FCC is considering applying “in-state” access charges and other fees on
certain prepaid calling card services. American service personnel, particularly those who move
frequently, rely upon these prepaid calling cards to keep in touch with their families at set,
affordable rates.

As a result, prepaid calling cards are the only option available — without them, military personnel
could, quite literally, be left without aceess to telephone sexvice. Raising the price of prepaid
calling cards will directly harm individuals who are most in need of vital phone service to keep
their loved ones within reach. :

Imposing in-state charges would amount fo a substantial increase in the cost of prepaid calls,
destroying the utility of calling cards for our service men and women. Please look out for our
military personnel and refuse to impose new access charges and fees on prepaid calling card
services.

Sincerely,

@(&m (#t4 )

Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Cominissioner Jonathan Adelstein

Senator \
Senator
Congressperson
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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michae] Powell

Federal Comumunications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

Military personne] stationed in the U.S. and all over the world rely heavily upon low-cost
telecommunications services to keep in touch with family and friends back home. But pending
before the FCC is a proposal that would introduce new charges and fees on these cards that we
depend upon to stay connected, immediately harming the tens of thousands of American service
men and women stationed worldwide.

1 understand that the FCC is considering applying “in-state” access charges and other fees on
certain prepaid calling card setvices. American service personnel, particularly those who move
frequently, rely upon these prepaid calling cards 1o keep in fouch with their families at set,
affordable rates.

As a result, prepaid calling cards are the only option available — without them, military personnel
could, quite literally, be lcht without access 1o telephone service. Raising the price of prepaid
calling cards will directly hanm individuals who are most in need of vital phone service to keep
their loved ones within reach.

Imposing in-state charges would amount to a substantial increase in the cost of prepaid calls,
destroying the utility of calling cards for our service men and women. Please look out for our
military personnel and refuse to impose new access charges and fees on prepaid calling card
services.

Sincerely,

¢ccs:  Commissioner Michael Caopps
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin

Commissioner Jonathan, Adelstein
Senator - Alol M__

Scnator w W—_

Congressperson



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Paowell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W,

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133

Dear Chairman, Powell;

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card und
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform™ in another state -~ let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of somecne in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as 4 single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies” actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want 1o charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don't need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations,

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their costomers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

Sincerely, /CCM D 5}4,5 / \5

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael I. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jopathan S. Adelstein
Senator :
Senator



Tuly 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW,

‘Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairmnan Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to citcumyvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls, As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want 1o target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform™ in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The calles then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia, Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia,

But the Bell companies want to treat this as 4 single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state accuss charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are alréady rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort (o protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. ‘

Sincerely, V ?4

ces:  Comumissioner Kathieen Q. Abernathy
Comrnissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin I. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelsiein
Senator
Senator



Tuly 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I'am writing 1o add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, T implore
you 1o keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to targer those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform™ in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia, Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents twa calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraskd. and thena .
separate ¢all to Vuguua

But the Bell companies want (o treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
casts, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers,.

Prices are already rising for gas, fnilk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blataat giveaway to four farge
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that scll pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers” interests in this manner. Itis
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door

on this issue.

Sincerely,

CMW/%?:

ces: Conumsswner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michaet J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael X. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powe]]:

fam writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. Jf they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher
rates - for conswmers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you 1o keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

Bus the Bell companies want to teat this as a single in-state call so they ¢an levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want {0 charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their custorners’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door

ﬂ:, . / y oy

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Comniissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Semator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Commuaications Conm:ussmn
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I'am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card, If they succeed, it will resule in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls, As you approach your work on this docket, [ implore
you 1o keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses u pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform™ in another state -- Jet’s say in Nebraska. From this
“plarform,’” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia 10 Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies” actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products, Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
cOTpoTations.

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consurners and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

Sincerely, M %w‘@\./ '/ //4

ccs:  Cowunissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michae] X, Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S. W,

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairmnan Powell:

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to ciecumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you 10 keep the needs of copsumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-puid calling card and
dials 2 toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The ealler, who may be in Virginia, for
exarple, is connected to a “platform” in unother state -- let's say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a compuny, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a $ingle in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies' actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

T am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. '

Sincerely,

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Comrmissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Sepator



July 10, 2004

Chairrnan Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Stueet, . W,

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

T am wniting to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rales on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates = for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toli-free number, along with his or her FIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
exampie, is connected to a “platform™ in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephoae number of someone in Virginia, Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two c¢alls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call 5o they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phomne calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

Sincerely, ' . |
bududis -
/ /C?; T /

ccs: © Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemnathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Xevin J, Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Commumications Commission
445 12th Street, S, W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docker No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, [ implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want (o target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a roll-free number, along with his or her PIN, The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message abour a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well 4s cominon sense, state
thit this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska 1o Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access ¢harges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbilans in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever o the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consurners don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
COTporalions.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that seil pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. 1t is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. '

Sincerely,

57‘ S

ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael I. Copps
Comunissioner Kevin J. Martin
Comunissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Comzmission
445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell;

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the loca) Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, ir will resuit in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling curd and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to 4 “‘platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“plarform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the 1elephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that thus represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a cull to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companics want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
¢osts, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consurmners.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
carporations.

¥ am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the F@C to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door

on this isskﬁ\ ) ‘ _
Sincerely, “i W /(%4‘4’\(6 k}/(" L,L ﬁ_——u

ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commussioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



Taly 10, 2004

Chairman Michaz! K. Powell

Federal Comrnunications Commission
445 12th Strest, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Ra: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

[am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed 1o efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which 4 culler uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit ot person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call 1o Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want 1o treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatscever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want Lo charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corparations,

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. ‘

Sincerely, . .

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commisgsioner Jonathan 5. Adelstein
Senator
Senator




Tuly 10, 2004

Chuirman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Sweet, S.W,

Wishington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Desr Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent cwrent rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramaticatly higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, T implore
voul to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell compantes want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- ler’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia 10 Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exarbitant in-
state aceess charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers,

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products, Consurmers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort ro protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell contpanies the door
on this issue. ‘

Sian %%M O e Wﬂgd“

ces:  Corunissioner Kathleen Q. Abernath
Commissioner Michael I. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chaimman Michael Powell

Federul Communications Commission
445 12th Streer, S. W,

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairmsn Powell:

1 am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
tor local telephone service. For these consumers, 4 prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected — to make phone calls 1o look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state™ access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards, The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards. :

Pleage stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

ces:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commmissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator



